Background: This paper uses a theory from educational research -"the culture of power" -to explore power differentials between academic researchers and community partners in community engaged research partnership programs.
between researchers and community members. 2,10-12 Lasker et al. 13 argue that power differentials between partners must be explicitly recognized and addressed. Power, defined by the ability to exert influence and effect change, is determined by a myriad of factors inclusive of the possession of skills, competencies, and fiscal as well as social resources. In turn, these variables effect self-perceptions of efficacy, confidence, and worth or social standing in relation to others. 14 Both tangible and intangible elements ultimately determine the ways and magnitude in which one is able to actively participate and contribute within a partnership. 15 Several National Institutes of Health Clinical and
Translational Science Award-sponsored organizations have recognized these inequities and implemented capacitybuilding training programs with the goal of mitigating this imbalance. Capacity-building programs play a generative role in demystifying the research process, deconstructing power, and democratizing knowledge. [16] [17] [18] [19] Although existing programs vary in scope and duration, they all provide community partners with guidance on how to better foster community-academic relationships through actionable steps. 2, [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] In this paper, we draw on the experience of community partners in a capacity-building program to understand why power asymmetries exist and how they are manifested in research relationships. We use a theory from the field of education developed by scholar and activist Lisa Delpit, the"culture of power" 27 to understand these power imbalances and consider implications for capacity-building programs (Table 1) . Using a case example of the Building Your Capacity (BYC), we qualitatively examine community partners' perspectives before and after program participation to illuminate how Delpit's theory can be applied to the context of research relationships. 
METHODS

Program
Recruitment
The BYC Program was a 2-year endeavor with two sequential cohorts participating in a 6-month course. To recruit community leaders to participate in the BYC program, a request for application was sent out through various listserves. In each year, this outreach resulted in 30 applications Issues of power are enacted in classrooms.
There is a power differential between teachers and students.
There are codes or rules for participating in power; that is, there is a "culture of power."
There is an unspoken set of rules that govern these settings.
The rules of the culture of power are a reflection of the rules of the culture of those who have power.
These unspoken rules reflect the experiences of those in power.
If you are not already a participant in the culture of power, being told explicitly the rules of that culture makes acquiring power easier.
Making explicit these unspoken rules helps those with less power in the situation access power.
Those with power are frequently least aware of-or least willing to acknowledge-its existence. Those with less power are often most aware of it's existence. Each application was read and scored by three members of the steering committee using a standardized review sheet.
The steering committee then met to collectively decide whom to accept into the program. During the selection process, attention was paid to putting together a diverse cohort. We As part of their participation, fellows were asked to propose a plan for their organization for a research project they would like to pursue as a requisite for participation in BYC.
Sample
Thirty individuals participated in the BYC program over the two years of funding period. In the coding process, first, a set of etic (deductive) codes were developed based on the community engagement literature and applied to the interviews. Second, a set of emic (inductive) codes were identified through a secondary review of the transcripts. It was through the process of inductive coding that issues around power emerged from the transcripts.
All codes were entered into NVIVO. Summary reports of themes were generated. Members of the research team then further analyzed passages in support of each theme, to understand meaning-making of the fellows. These themes were then presented to a self-selected group of fellows (n = 6) for member checking and for consideration of future directions for capacity-building programs
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
The fellows were a diverse group that represented the nonprofit sector in the Boston community. With respect to gender representation, women outnumbered men three to one; this may be because we drew our sample from non profit health and social service organizations, in which women are overrepresented. The majority of our sample had a college degree or higher, which is consistent with the educational level Table 3 .
From this work emerged a pedagogical approach we termed "community-engaged pedagogy," which captured the core tenets of our teaching philosophy. The approach, detailed elsewhere, 28 has five components ( Table 4 
Table 4. Tenets of Community-Engaged Pedagogy
Relational approach to partnership building Establishment of relationships with fellows and their respective organizations was a priority as well as connecting fellows to academic researchers.
Establishing a learning community Attention was paid building a sense of community among fellows and with the training faculty.
Organic curriculum model Initial training content and on-going sessions was modified depending on the expressed needs of the fellows.
Collaborative teaching mechanism with diverse faculty Interactive, experiential, and hands-on activities were used by a faculty that included academic and community partners with diverse racial backgrounds.
Applied learning Fellows were asked to develop a project proposal based on their learning in the program.
Application of Delpit's Theory to the BYC Program
Issues of Power Are Enacted in Classrooms. Delpit's first tenet argues that issues of power are deeply entrenched within classrooms and we argue, by extension, organizations, be they academic institutions or community centers. This power differential manifests itself in the dominance of those who are "inside" the organization versus those who are seen as outsiders.
Although individual fellows reported positive relationships with individual researchers, overall, fellows perceived researchers as often having their own set agendas and goals, and being largely unaware of the possible advantages of input from community leaders. As one fellow stated at the onset of the program, I think they [researchers] are difficult to approach. I think that they have the experience and the knowledge and don't have the desire to sit down and share their experiences. I think they think they're on a higher level than the community because they have some educational background on subject matter. I think they feel superior, that you should listen if they do talk, you should listen, but not raise any questions.
There Are Codes and Rules of Power, that is, a "Culture
of Power" Exists. Delpit posits that power is conveyed in the cultural rules that govern the ways in which one speaks, writes, dresses, and interacts with others. Fellows commonly described researchers often entering into a negotiation with community members and using the cultural rules and dominant language of academia. In particular, the choice of language perpetuated the problem of power differentials.
Fellows commented that academic researchers did not always communicate in ways that lay people understand, leading to frustration and alienation. The use of research language also promoted unidirectional rather than bidirectional communication. One fellow remarked on this sentiment before she started the program:
You cannot come into a community using a vernacular that researchers and scientific people would use. I think you have to be able to transform your own information to be able to give it to the community to encourage them to participate in research because it's going to benefit everyone. Whether it's an institution or large medical research facilities, pharmaceutical facilities and stuff like that because, you know, there's always gonna be studies. All those institutions are always gonna need smaller organizations to partner with the community and for recruitment purposes. It's just like, you know, organizations have been used as a guinea pig just as equipment tools so just to recruit them and just say, "Okay, let's put 10,000 dollars aside just for partnering with this organization just for equipment purposes" and that's it. You don't have any other say in terms of the research and the data evaluation, nothing. It's just your job. [We] give you a portion of that grant and we don't want to hear anything from you, so we'll call you or we'll need you based on what we need. I think it equips us as an organization to engage much more effectively in conversations about research and how we are doing research because it gives us a language, how are other people talking about research and that's incredibly valuable.
The Rules of the Culture of Power Are a Reflection of the
Rules of the
Similarly, another described after completion of the program how understanding the potentials and pitfalls of research helped them to be a more equal partner:
I feel like I understand academia to the extent that I need to, to be an equal partner in the conversation. I don't expect an academic to completely understand what we do, so I would think that they won't expect me to completely understand. But between some of the issues they face and some of the issues we face, I think I have an understanding of where people are coming from.
Improving the research literacy of fellows was perceived as not only helping to minimize the knowledge, communication, and power gap between academics and community partners, but also to foster relationships of trust and equity. In the beginning, maybe it seemed like we didn't have as much in common. I gained the skill to listen. Also, knowing the process and why research projects in our community and how our community benefits-not just funding but in ways, like in the long run, and the skill of learning that universities are not just here to give education but to give something to the community. 
